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COMPLAINT 
NATURE OF THE ACTION 

This is an action for declaratory, monetary and equitable relief brought by Plaintiff 
Eric K. Gill under the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993, 29 p.F.R. §825 et 
seq., (hereinafter "FMLA" or "Act") to compensate Plaintiff for violations 
occurring under the Act as well as retaliatory treatment suffered by Plaintiff on 
account of his availing leave under the Act, and to provide other ai^propriate relief 
to Plaintiff who was adversely affected by such violations. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
Jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursuant to Section 107 (a)(2) ohhe FMLA, 29 
C.F.R. §825.400, which provides for the institution of a civil action lor damages and 
equitable relief against an employer by an employee, in any federal pr state court of 
competent jurisdiction. 



>- 
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3. Venue is proper in this District pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1331. Defendant conducts 
business in the District of Columbia and is thus subject to the jurisdiction of this 

Court. 

4. A portion of the violations of the FMLA alleged to be unlawful ^s well as the 
retaliation suffered by Plaintiff for activities connected with the assertion of rights 
under the FMLA were committed in this District and thus fall within the jurisdiction 

of this Court. 

PARTIES 

5. Plaintiff is a 45 year old, male citizen of the United States of America. He currently 
resides in and has been a resident of the Commonwealth of Virginia since 

September 2005. 

6. Plaintiff is a covered, eligible employee under Section 101 (2)(A) and 101 (2)(B) of 
the FMLA, 29 C.F.R. § 825.1 10, having worked for Defendant for ^t least twelve 
months and at least 1,250 hours during the preceding 12-month period prior to his 

taking FMLA leave. 

7. At all relevant times. Defendant American Institutes for Research (hereinafter 

"AIR"), has been a company headquartered in the District of Columbia, and 

i 
continuously conducting business in the District of Columbia, iwell as other 

jurisdictions, and has continuously had at least 50 employees. 

8. Defendant is a covered employer under Section 101 (4)(A)(i) of the FMLA, 29 
C.F.R. § 825.105(b), being engaged in commerce or an industry affecting 
commerce, and employing 50 or more employees for each working clay during each 
of 20 or more calendar workweeks in the current or preceding calendar year. 
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STATEMENT OF FACTS 

9. Plaintiff had enjoyed a long and distinguished career as a professional editor, with 

more than 20 years of experience, when he began employment with tHe Defendant, 
American Institutes for Research (AIR), on March 3, 2003. 
10. Plaintiff was initially employed at AIR's regional office in Sacramento, California, 
as a Level-4 Editor in the Assessment department, which produces and administers 
state K-12 testing under federally mandated provisions of the No Child Left Behmd 
Act. He subsequently requested and accepted a transfer to AIR's Washington, D.C., 
headquarters, which took effect in September 2005. 
11. During his tenure at AIR, Plaintiff endured a hostile work environment, with 
several instances of harassing and discriminatory treatment based primarily on his 
age and gender, and later based on his disability caused by a serious accident to his 

left hand. 
12. These statutory violations by Defendant of Plaintiffs civil rightj and his rights 
under state and federal equal employment opportunity laws, as w^ll as equal pay 
laws, are the subjects of charges filed before the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commissfon, Washington, D.C. field office on April 26, 2006. 
13. In April 2005, Plaintiff was called info a teleconference meeting ^^jith a D.C.-based 
senior manager fo discuss who was fo blame for an error c^n certain client 
deliverables. At the conclusion of the meeting. Plaintiffs ^cramento-based 
supervisor Ms. Elizabeth Durkin declared fo Plaintiff, "They're looking fo fire 
someone." This led Plaintiff fo beUeve his job was in seriouf jeopardy if he 



14. 



15. 



16. 



17. 
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remained in Sacramento, and prompted him to request a transfer to AIR's 

Washington, D.C. offices. 

Around the months of May and June 2005, Plaintiff suffered much emotional duress 
and anguish, partly due to the hostile and toxic work atmosphere and partly due to 
the uncertainty prevailing over whether the Sacramento office wouldjbe shut down. 
Added to this was the pressure of not knowing why his application for a transfer to 
the Washington, D.C, headquarters was delayed without explanation, and 
prompting concern that the transfer had been rejected, despite a verbal commitment 
fi-om a senior manager in May 2005 . 

In the midst of this emotionally Uirbulent time. Plaintiff suffered ^n accident on 
June 4, 2005, while using an electric table saw. Plaintiff had to be rushed via 
helicopter to a micro-surgery and amputee hospital in San Francisco, where 
emergency surgery was performed on his left hand. The accident resulted in the 



amputation of his left index finger, the mangling of his middle fmger, the near 
severing of his little finger, permanent damage to his ring finger, ajid the tip of his 

thumb being cut off. 

Based on medical advice, Plaintiff sought medical leave under the FMLA from June 

6, 2005, to June 26, 2005. 

By means of the Family Leave Health Care Provider Certification, Plaintiffs 
medical doctor advised that Plaintiff could participate in a "modified" work 
schedule starting June 27, 2005, until July 31, 2005, during whiph time Plaintiff 
would only be permitted to work 4 hours a day, and specifying that his use of a 
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18. 



19. 



computer keyboard was also to be limited to 4 hours per day>. If ^ Defendant 
were unable to provide Plaintiff with this accommodation, then his cloctor advised 
that Plaintiff should not work for the duration of this period. 

However, in utter disregard for these medical directives, Plaintiffs supervisor Mr. 
Dan Parham and another colleague sent emails to Plaintiff asking him to undertake 
and perform editing assignments when he should have been recuperating after his 

amputation surgery. 

In fear of losing his job since the closing of the Sacramento office seemed 
imminent^ and because he had not yet received any written confirmation of his 
transfer to the Washington, D.C., office. Plaintiff; while on FMLA leave, felt 
compelled to continue working immediately after the amputation of his left index 
finger, the placement of pins in his middle finger, a tendon graft to his little finger, 

and stitches in his ring finger. 

This unreasonable workload exacerbated the frequency of Plaintiffs pain and 

necessitated the increased use of medicafion to alleviate that p|in. During this 

period, from June 6 through July 31, Plaintiff was also undergoing intense weekly 

physical therapy sessions to prevent atrophy of his left-hand fingers. 

On June 15, 2005, ten days after Plaintiffs accident and approximately two months 

after submitting his initial request for a transfer, Plaintiff recjeived from HR 

representative Ms. Estela DeOliveira written confirmation of his transfer to AlR's 

Washington, D.C., headquarters. Plaintiff requested that senior nianagement make 

'SlTreci" ed several repeated emails from colleagues in Sacramento and Washington D.C. informing Inm that 
the Sacramento office would likely be closmg down. 



20. 



21. 
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an announcement of his transfer so that his Sacramento-based managers would 
cease pressure on him to work longer hours than instructed by Plaintiffs physician. 
However this request was delayed for several weeks and Plaintiff continued to 
receive work assigmnents that required him to work long hours. 
22. THerefbre, despite instructions from Plaintiffs doctor stating that he should be 
given a modified work schedule consisting of no more than 4 hours per day, 
Plaintiff found that Defendant disregarded this medical instruction. Certain 
Sacramento and Washington D.C.-based staff pressured Plaintiff into completing 
assigmnents with deadlines that required him to work six to eight hours per day 
contrary to Plaintiffs doctor's instructions. 
23. This pressure was compounded by the information provided in writihg by Plaintiffs 
colleagues informing him that the stepped-up deadline pressure was motivated by 
Sacramento management's attempt fo replace Plaintiff with a full-time editor. The 
pressure was further compounded by the hiring of a part-time editor in Sacramento 
and two full-time editors in Washington, D.C. 
24. Thus, despite this doctor's directive. Plaintiff was required to work more than four 
hours per day in order to complete his assignments on schedule. This led Plaintiff to 
contact his doctor's office for advice on June 30, 2005, and upon the instructions of 
his orthopedic surgeon, to take full medical leave under the FML|^ from July 1 to 

July 31, 2006. 
25. Plaintiff reported for work in Washington D.C. on September 19, 2005. Merely two 
weeks info his new assignment in Washington, D.C, Plaintiff f^und that he had 
begun working overtime on a routine daily basis, in spite of the fact that his hand 
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had not completely healed. On one such occasion, when Plaintiff atterfipted to leave 
the office at 10:15 p.m., he was approached by a project director. Who instructed 
him to remain and continue working. Plaintiff compUed with this demand, and 
continued working until approximately 1 1 :30 p.m. 
26. The work atmosphere at AIR became more hostile and unbearable, and Plaintiff 
began experiencing even greater stress, compounded by his injured hand, which 
was still causing him pain due to the overload of work assignments that Plaintiff 
was being asked to undertake on an overtime basis. 
27. As a resuh of Defendant's abject disregard for Plaintiffs medical^ needs and the 
lack of accommodation provided to him on the job for his hand injujy, Plaintiff felt 
overwhelmed by his circumstances. He began to experience severe stress reactions 
manifested by his lack of concentration, inability to sleep at night, low energy level, 
and an overwhelming sense of fear and anxiety. 
28. In late October 2005, Plaintiff took approximately three days off fi:o|n work in order 
to fly back to California for a final visit with his orthopedic surgeon, who informed 
Plaintiff that the pain he was still experiencing in his amputated finder would likely 
continue for 12 to 18 months after the time of his accident. Plaintiff took Personal 
Time Off (PTO) for this medical leave trip to California because he was not aware 
he sfill had more than 230 hours remaining under AIR's short-term disability 
insurance Wage Replacement program. 
29. Finally, in February and March 2006 Plaintiff visited his Virginia-based primary 
physician, who stated that Plaintiff had not been afforded the opportunity to fully 
recover from his hand injury, and referred Plaintiff to psychological counseling in 
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reference to his accident and hand injury, and subsequent work-related stress. In the 
same doctor's note dated March 27, 2006, she instructed Plaintiff to take a 
"reprieve" from work from March 28, 2006, to Apnl 10, 2006. Therefore, Plaintiff 
once again went on FMLA leave. 
30. However, in spite of these specific instructions from Plaintiffs doctor advising that 
Plaintiff be placed on medical leave. Plaintiff continued to receive work-related 
inquiries from the Washington, D.C. office, which compelled PlainM to return to 
work because he feared that he would lose his job if he remained on medical leave. 
31. Upon Plaintiffs return to work on April 11, 2006 it came to his attention that Ms. 
Baker sent an email - while Plaintiff was on leave under the FMLA - to other 
colleagues announcing that Plaintiff had been "permanently replaced" as the Editor 
on a project that was reportedly not performing up to expectations and allegedly 
was $l-million over budget. Ms. Baker sent this email knowing it Was an en-oneous 
statement; in fact, she was the Lead Editor for that particular contract. 
32. Around the same time, Plaintiff also noticed another email sent by Ms. Baker, again 
while Plaintiff was still on FMLA leave, authorizing the use of a recent college 
graduate, Ms. Laura Honzay, to sign off on test forms despite prior instructions 
from Plaintiff and the department director, as well as Ms. Baker'sjown directive in 
January 2006, that Ms. Honzay was not qualified to act as an ^itor and was to 
"have no role in the QC process." 
33. It appeared that obvious efforts were being made to undermine Plaintiff and 

eventually replace him. j 
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36 



34. Upon his return to work after FMLA leave on April 11, 2006, Plaintiff filed an 
internal grievance against Ms. Baker for her conduct in sending out ai^ embarrassing 
and damaging email that reflected inaccurate information about Plaintiff 

35. Two days later, on April 13, 2006, Plaintiff was informed in an email by Mr. 
Parham that in reference to the "Ohio project," all work would be coordinated and 
allocated by Ms. Baker. 

That same day, i.e., April 13, 2006, Plaintiff met with HR representative Mr. Jeff 
Mike to discuss his grievance. Immediately, an intimidating and threatening tone 

set for this meeting. One of the first statements made by Mr. Mike to Plaintiff 



was 



fice. 



at this meeting, was that another editor was being hired at the D.C. of 
37. Additionally, instead of his grievance being processed and taken seriously. Plaintiff 
was informed that Ms. Baker was "highly regarded by management" and that a 
possible outcome of proceeding with a grievance against her |night call into 
question Plaintiffs own work quality. 
38. Plaintiff perceived this statement by the HR department as a veiled warning 
affecting his continued employment with the Defendant, and thup that same day 
(April 13, 2006) he withdrew his complaint against Ms. Baker for tear of losing his 

job. 
39. The very next day, i.e., on April 14, 2006, in a patently retaliatoiy act, Plainfiff s 
supervisor, Mr. Parham, met with Plaintiff and informed him that the quality of his 
work on a small portion of a recent Ohio-related editing assignment was being 
called into question after Ms. Baker allegedly had found some errors in his work. 
This was highly unusual because Defendant's general procedures did not allow for 
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the writing-up of a fellow editor, and the manner in which that particular 
assignment was coordinated did not accommodate the standard practice of having a 
second editor "read behind" Plaintiffs work, as per Ms. Baker'i own written 
editorial procedures, as well as recent assignments in which Plaintiff was asked to 
read behind Ms. Baker's work to ensure accuracy prior to deUvery of documents. 
40. At this same meeting, and in what appeared to be a further retaliatory act, Mr. 
Parham pulled Plaintiff off of all Assessment contracts except for the two South 
Carolina projects, which were near completion, thereby dimimshing Plaintiffs 
potential billable hours by 25 percent during a given pay period and causing 
Plaintiff concern that his job would soon be eliminated. 
41. mt same day, Plaintiff received an email from Mr. Parham recapitulating the 
discussion held previously wherein Plaintiff had been reprimanded for the quahty of 
his work, noting several "issues" with Plaintiffs recent assigmnent and recording 
the reassignment or rescinding of Plaintiff s tasks. Plaintiff was al^o informed that 
he would be placed on a work improvement program, confirming plaintiffs belief 
that he had been officially reprimanded in writing. 
42. On April 23, 2006, Plaintiff called in sick via email and aUo informed his 
supervisors that he had two doctors' appointments the following Monday, April 24, 
both of which were related to his hand injury. Plaintiff also informed his supervisor 
that he would be seeking psychological therapy. 
43. Less than a month after advising Plaintiff to take leave fi:om fork, his doctor, 
through a note dated April 24, 2006, once again advised Plaintiff to request a 
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'reprieve from work" from April 24, 2006, to May 17, 2006, due td work-related 



44. 



45. 



46. 



47. 



sfress. j 

Inunediately thereafter, on April 24, 2006, while Plaintiff was on FMLA medical 
leave, AIR posted an advertisement on its internal website, anc| later on the 
Washingtonpost.com and Monster.com job sites, announcing an bpening for a 
Assessment Senior Editor position with experience and qualification requirements 
similar to that of Plaintiff s own position (i.e., ten-plus years). 
Because AIR's internal titles Ust specifies Senior Editor as a Level-5 position. 
Plaintiff applied for the job via AIR's webshe. A few weeks later. Plaintiff 
informed his supervisor that he had applied for the position, but wfs told it was a 
level-4 job, identical to Plaintiffs. This confirmed Plaintiffs apprehension that it 
was, in fact, his own position that was being advertised. 

On May 31, 2006, Plaintiff filed an official protest of the written reprimand and the 
unfair removal of him from his assigned tasks. 

On June 1, 2006, the very day that Plaintiff returned to work from FMLA leave, Mr. 
Parham informed Plaintiff via email that "multiple eyes" would n^w be reviewing 
his work. Plaintiff considered this to be a clear demotion because as Lead Editor for 
the two primary and aging South Carolina contracts, Plaintiff wjs previously the 
"last line of defense" and had final editorial sign-off on all clienj deliverables for 
these confracts. Plaintiff later discovered that another AIR editpr, Ms. Caroline 
Barnes, had been transferred to the Assessment department to replace him as the 
final "sign-off editor on those documents, despife the fact that Plaintiff had 
considerably more Assessment-related editing experience than didJMs. Barnes. 
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,8. This situation caused further anxiety and stress to Plamtiff, who had to undergo a 
complete physical examination due to sudden weight loss and a severe sleeping 
disorder. Plaintiff also complained of recent chest pains, prompting his physician to 
instruct her nurse to conduct an EKG test. That evening, Plaintiffs general 
physician phoned Plaintiff and instructed him to make an appointment with a 
cardiologist the following day due to what she described as an abnormal EKG 
reading. TTie following day. Plaintiff went to a cardiologist upon his physician's 
advice and was diagnosed with "left bundle branch block" and told that he would 
eventually require a pacemaker. Plaintiff then underwent a series of tests over the 
ensuing two weeks to determine the immediate severity of the diagnosis. 
49. Once again, upon consulting his general physician for a follow-up visit. Plaintiff 
was advised to go on medical leave from June 5, 2006 to June 19, 2006, thereby 
exhausting all remaining FMLA-protected leave hours. Plaintjff notified his 
supervisor and HR representative of his recent diagnosis and requested permission 
to take unpaid leave. Therefore this situation now forced Plaintiff to take unpaid 
personal time off, and compelled him to return to work prematurely. 
50. Upon his return to work on June 20, 2006, Plaintiff was instructed by Mr. Parham 
to report to Ms. Baker for copyediting assignments. Ms. Baker told Plaintiff that 
Ms. Barnes was now a full-time level-5 Senior Editor for | the Assessment 
department and infbnned Plaintiff that another [female] editor had been hired while 
Plaintiff was on FMLA-protected leave. 
51. Because of his supervisor's recent reprimand and Plaintiffjs demotion and 
replacement as Lead Editor for the two primary South Carolina projects and 
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52. 



53. 



54. 



because HR never responded to Plaintiffs application for the Senior Editor posting, 
Plaintiff was convinced he had been replaced by the newly hired editor, and that he 
was being set up to be fired in short order. 

Unable to endure the constant harassing treatment, including the; rescission of 
several projects as well as his vital job responsibilities, and serioUsly concerned 
about his emotional and physical well-being, as well as the several FMLA 
violations that he had been subjected to, Plaintiff Mt forced into submitting his 
letter of resignation on June 20, 2006, with an effective end date of July 10, 2006. 

STATEMENT OF CLAIMS 

COUNT I \ 
yif^l ^ T,r^M nF THF F AMIF V AND MEDIC ATT E AVE ACT 
29 C.F.R. § 825 et seq. 

Plaintiff reiterates the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 52 and 
incorporates the same by reference as though they were fully set for^h herein. 
Defendant AIR, through the conduct of its officers, agents, M employees, 
including, but not limited to, Ms. Holly Baker, Mr. Dan Parham, arid Mr. Jeff Mike 
subjected Plaintiff fo a continuing course of conduct which violajed and deprived 
Plaintiff of his federally protected rights under the Family and Medfcal Leave Act: 
By disregarding Plaintiffs doctors recommendations 



to place 



a. 



him on leave under FMLA, by continuing to require Plaintiff to 
report to work and undertake work assignments 4uring his 
scheduled FMLA leave, including working overtinte and on 
weekends; 
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b. By disregarding Plaintiffs doctors instructions to place I^laintiff 

on a modified work schedule of 4 hours per day, and ^nstead 
requiring Plaintiff to work complete work days an^ even 
overtime and weekend assignments soon after returning from 

FMLA leave; 
c. By undermining Plaintiffs job duties and responsibilities, and 

removing Plaintiff from assignments that he had been handling as 
lead editor prior to going on FMLA leave, and assigning such 
tasks to much junior and inexperienced staff; 
d. By effectively demoting Plaintiff fi-om his position, on his return 

from FMLA leave, by ordering him to henceforth report to Ms. 
Barnes who had been hired as level-5 Senior Editor while 
Plaintiff was on FMLA leave. 
55. As a direct and proximate consequence of Defendant's actions described herein, 
Plaintiff has been and continues to be deprived of his rights; hasj suffered loss of 
income, wages and benefits, and employment opportunities; ha^ suffered other 
monetary damages, and physical and psychological ityury, stress, anxiety and 



distress. 
56. Defendant's actions were done with malice or with reckless inpfference to the 

federally protected rights of Plaintiff 
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.irTunTinfTrnp ^^r .u .^nT^F^ lmu y ANDMEPiCATTEAtE act 

- *^ 29C.¥.R.%S25etseq. 



57. 



58. 



59. 



Plaintiff reiterates the allegations of Paragraphs 1 through 52, and incorporates them 

by reference herein. 

Plaintiff engaged in activity protected under FMLA when he asked for and took leave 

from work based on the medical advice of his treating physician. 

Defmiant retaliated against Plaintiff for such protected activity; specifically: 
a. By subjecting Plaintiff to harassing conduct, inter alia, jby Ms. 

Holly Baker and Mr. Dan Parham in that false allegations and 
disparaging and derogatory statements about his capabilities and 
skills were publicly made while he was on FMLA protected 



b. 



c. 



leave; 

By refusing to act on his grievances on his return from FMLA 
protected leave, and instead intimidating him into witkrawing 
his grievance by threatening adverse action against his o^n work; 
By rescinding major projects previously assigned to Plaintiff as 
lead editor, and reducing his responsibilities as Lead ^ditor on 
his return from FMLA protected leave; 

By placing disparato and unequal work requisites upon Plaintiff 
after he returned from FMLA protected leave, such as by giving 
him unfamiliar assignments with impossible deadlines p meet; 
By reprimanding Plaintiff verbally and in writing for the 
allegedly poor quality of his recent editing work; 



15 



60 



Case1:06-cv-01709-CKK Document 1 Filed 1 0/02/Mj)6 Page 16 of 18 



f. By openly advertising Plaintiffs position in i job 

amouncement and hiring Ms. Barnes as a level-5 Senior Editor 
during Plaintiffs absence while on FMLA protected leave. 
Defendant had actual and constructive notice of the unlawful treatment of Plaint.ff 
while he was supposed to be on scheduled FMLA leave, and failed to take 
reasonable corrective action or actron reasonably calculated to prevent said 
violations from reoccurring. Although Plamtiff made several complaints to 
management, no prompt or remedial action was taken, thus making Defendant 
liable and responsible for the actions of its supervisors. 

As a direct and pn.ximate consequence of Defendant's actions described herem. 
Plaintiff has been and continues to be deprived of his ri^ts, suffered loss of income, 
wages and benefits, and employment oppormnities, other monetary damages, and 
physical and psychological injury, stress, anxiety and distress. 
62. Further, Defendant's actions were done with malice or with reckless indifference to 
the federally protected rights of Plaintiff. 



61 



PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Eric K. Gill, respectfully requests that he be accorded the 

following relief against Defendant: 

, A) That a declaratory judgment be entered finding Defendant's acts and employment 
practices unlawful and violative of the Fam.ly Medical and Leave Act, and that Defendant be 
enjoined from engaging in such unlawful acts and practices; i 
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(B) That an order be issued for lost wages, benefits and compensation 4ue, including 
interest thereon, with an actual amount to be proven at trial; i 

(C) That Plaintiff be compensated for the sick leave utilized by him on kcount of the 
Defendant's unlawful employment practices, with an actual amount to be proven at trial; 

(D) That Plaintiff be compensated for medical, psychiatric and other reked expenses 
incurred by him on account of the Defendant's unlawful employment practices, jwith an actual 

amount to be proven at trial; 

(E) That Plaintiff be compensated for his physical, psychological and efnotional harm, 

with an actual amount to be proven at trial; 

(F) That Plaintiff be compensated for past and foture pecuniary and non-pecuniary 
losses resulting from the Defendant's unlawful practices, including emotional pain, suffering, 
inconvenience, mental anguish, loss of enjoyment of life, and other non-pecuniary fosses, m 
amounts to be determined at trial, with an actual amount to be proven at trial; 

(G) That judgment be entered for the costs of this suit and the reasonable attorney's 



fees; and 



(H) That Court grant such other and further relief be granted as deemed necessary and 
appropriate to remedy the unlawful empfoyment practices complained of herein. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Michael J. Beattie (D.44ar# 450873) 
EMPLOYEE RIGHTS LAW GROUP 
9502 Lee Highway, Suite B, 
Fairfax, Virginia 22031. 
Telephone: (703) 273-2235 
Facsimile: (703) 273-3440 
Counsel for Plaintiff 
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I I 892 Economic Stabilization Act 

I I 893 Environmental Matters 

I I 894 Energy Allocation Act 

I I 890 Other Statutory Actions (If 

Administrative Agency is Involved) 



O D. Temporary Restraining 
Order/Preliminary 
If^'unction 

Any nature )f suit from any category may 
be selected fpr this category of case 
assignment. 

*(lf Antitru$t,:then A governs)* 



O E. General Civil (Other) 



OR 



O F. Pro Se General Civil 



Real Property 

H210 Land Condemnation 
220 Foreclosure 
I 1 230 Rent, Lease & Ejectment 
I 1240 Torts to Land 
I 1245 Tort Product Liability 
I 1290 All Other Real Property 

Personal Property 
I 1370 Other Fraud 
1 1371 Truth in Lending 
1 1 380 Other Personal Property Damage 
1 1385 Property Damage Product Liability 



Bankruptcy 

! 1422 Appeal 28 USC 158 

I I 423 Withdrawal 28 USC 157 



Pr isoner Petitions 

□ 535 Death Penalty 
[II1540 Mandamus & Other 
I 1 550 Civil Rights 

□ 555 Prison Condition 

Property Rights 
1 1 820 Copyrights 

□ 830 Patent 

I 1 840 Trademark 

Federal Tax Suits 

□ 870 Taxes (US plaintiff or 

defendant 

□ 871 IRS-Third Party 26 

USC 7609 



Forfeiture/Penalty 
I 1 610 Agriculture 
I 1 620 Other Food &Drug 
I 1 625 Drug Related Seizure 

of Property 21 USC 881 
I I 630 Liquor Laws 
I 1640 RR& Truck 
I 1 650 Airline Regs 
I I 660 Occupational 

Safety/Health 
□ 690 Other 



Other Statutes 

I I 400 State Reapportionment 
1 I 430 Banks & Banking 
1 1450 Commerce/ICC 

Rates/etc. 
CZI 460 Deportation 



I 1 470 ^a^keteer Influenced & 
prrupt Organizations 

□ 480 (consumer Credit 

□ 490 C^ble/Satellite TV 
1 1810 Selective Service 

1 1 850 Securities/Commodities/ 

Ejcchange 
I 1 875 Customer Challenge 12 USC 

34 10 
I 1 900 f\|^peal of fee determination 
mader equal access to Justice 

□ 950 Constitutionality of State 

Statutes 

□ 890 Other Statutory Actions (if 

nt^t administrative agency 
reviieV or Privacy Act 
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O G. Habeas Corpus/ 

2255 

— I 530 Habeas Corpus-General 
I i 510 Motion/Vacate Sentence 



O H. Employment 
Discrimination 

I I 442 Civil Rights-Employment 
(criteria: race, gender/sex, 
national origin, 
discrimination, disability 
age, religion, retaliation) 

*(lf pro se, select this deck)* 



O I. FOIA/PRIVACY 
ACT 

I I 895 Freedom of Information Act 

i I 890 Other Statutory Actions 
(if Privacy Act) 



*(If pro se, select this deck)* 



□ isiz 



Student Loan 

Recovery of Defaulted 
$tudent Loans 
([excluding veterans) 



\^ K. Labor/ERISA 

(non-employment) 

□ 710 Fair Labor Standards Act 
CZ] 720 Labor/Mgmt. Relations 
i I 730 Labor/Mgmt. Reporting & 
Disclosure Act 
740 Labor Railway Act 

790 Other Labor Litigation 

791 Empl. Ret. Inc. Security Act 



L. Other Civil Rights 

(non-employment) 

1 I 441 Voting (ifnot Voting Rights 

Act) 
I I 443 Housing/Accommodations 

□ 444 Welfare 

□ 440 Other Civil Rights 

I I 445 American w/Disabihties- 

Employment 
I I 446 Americans w/Disabilities- 

Other 



M. Contract 



I I 110 Insurant 
I I 120 Marine 

□ 
□ 



130 Miller Act 

140 Negotiable Instrument 

1 50 Recover>' of Overpayment & 

Enforcement of Judgment 

1 ?i^ Recovery' of Overpayment of 

Veteran^s Benefits 

160 Stockholder's Suits 

190 Other Contracts 

195 Contract Product Liability 

196 Franchise 



O iKj Three-Judge Court 

I I 441 Civil Rights-Voting 

(ifVoting Rights Act) 



Y^rBRIGIN 

f\G)) 1 Original O 2 Removed O 3 Remanded from O 4 Reinstated O 5 Transferred from 
' ^-^ Proceeding from State Appellate Court or Reopened another district 

Court (specify) 



O 6 Multi district O 7 Appeal to 



Litigatioh 



District Judge 
from Mag. Judge 



VI._ CAU^E pF_AC JJON_(CiTE.THE y.s..gyiL s^^^^ 



IViolation of and retaliation under the Family Bn^_ Medica] Leave Act _ 



^7__^_C y_f:^ I , 



VII. REQUESTED IN 
COMPLAINT 



CHECK IF THIS IS A CLASS 
I I ACTION UNDER F.R.C.P. 23 



DEMAND $ ;. ^3q00apf_ _ ; Check VE S only i fdemand edln^o mplaint 



JURY DEMAND: 



J^ 



S only I t 



NO 



VIII. RELATED CASE(S) 
IF ANY 



(See instruction) 



VES I I 




If yes, please complete related iase fomfi. 



DATE 



.j^im^m6^ 



SIGNATURE OF ATTORNEY OF RECORD 



/^-2-<:^^ 



i< — f — '- ^ ^ ^ 



INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING CIVIL COVER SHEET JS-44 

Authority for Civil Cover Sheet 



The JS-44 civil cover sheet and the inforiTiation contained herein neither replaces nor supplements the filings and service of pleadings c^r other papers as required by 
law, except as provided by local rules of court. This fonn, approved by the Judicial Conference of the United States in September \ 974, is required for the use of the Clerk of 
Court for the purpose of initiating the civil docket sheet. Consequently a civil cover sheet is submitted to the Clerk of Court for each civil comp aint tiled. Listed below are tips 
for completing the civil cover sheet. These tips coincide with the Roman Numerals on the Cover Sheet. | 

I. COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTED PLAINTIFF/DEFENDANT (b) County of residence: Use 11 001 to indicate plaintiff is resident of 

Washington, D.C.; 88888 if plaintiff is resident of the United States but not of Washington, D.C., and 99999 if plaintiff is outside the United States. 

III. CITIZENSHIP OF PRINCIPAL PARTIES: This section is completed only if diversity of citizenship was selected as the Basis of Jurisdiction under Section 
11. I 

IV. CASE ASSIGNMENT AND NATURE OF SUIT; The assignment of a judge to your case will depend on the category ypn select that best represents the 
primary cause of action found in your complaint. You may select only one category. You must also select one corresponjiiibg nature of suit found under 
the category of case. 

VI. CAUSE OF ACTION: Cite the US Civil Statute under which you are filing and write a brief statement of the primary causes 

I 
VIII. RELATED CASES, IF ANY: If you indicated that there is a related case, you must complete a related case forni, which may be obtained from the Clerk's 

Office. 



Because of the need tor accurate and complete infomnation, you should ensure the accuracy of the information provided prior to signing the fonn. 



